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In this article the use of Christological titles is studied from the perspective of a diachronic (historical-critical) approach to texts. Since the work of Wilhelm Bousset ([1913] 1921) and Rudolf Bultmann ([1921 Bultmann ([ ] 1931 [1949 ), the transition of the Jesus tradition from a "Jewish" context to a "Gentile" context (the 8:30) . Therefore Mark sees Jesus as the triumphant, apocalyptic Son of Man who will come with might. This motif of Son of Man is not peculiar to Mark. He probably took it over from the Jesus movement in Jerusalem. Matthew and Luke also get it via the Jerusalem faction. The Q tradition does not confess Jesus to be the Messiah. At the time of Q3 Jesus was, however, widely recognized as "messiah" and therefore Q presents an evasive answer to the question of the high priest. Matthew and Luke take the evasive answer over from Q3. One can conclude that Mark saw Jesus as "messiah" in a qualified way, but that Jesus did not see himself as such. Friedrich (1956:279-281) and Grundmann (1956:113-133) see the context of the origin of "messiah" as the expectation of an ideal messianic high priest. However, Mowinckel ([1951 and Lohmeyer ([1951] 1953:4-5) see the name Son of God as an apocalyptic designation and therefore find the origins of its application to Jesus in the context of the Son of Man sayings in the Judean-Israelite tradition. Some scholars saw a connection between the expression "my beloved son" and the ebed Jahweh tradition. Hahn (1974: 280 note 6) refers to Dalman ([1889 Dalman ([ ] 1930 ), Bousset (1926:56-57) , Cullmann (1948:11-13; 1957:65) and Jeremias ([1936] 1966:107-115) who see a correspondence between the baptism scene (Mk 1:11 -KOI 4>UJvi) EyevETo EK TWV oVpovc.3v, Iu ei <> uiOs-JJOU <> aYOlTTlTOs-. EV 001 eVOOKTjOO) and the story of Jesus' transfiguration (Mk 9:7 -... Kal eyevETo 4>UJvi) EK TIlS' ve4>eATjS', OUTOs-EOTIV <> \1I0s-JJou 6 ayOlTTlTOs-, aKouen olhou) which they relate to the ebed JahwehlTTolS' geou tradition (cf also Jeremias 1952:698-713) . According to D L Bock (see C M Tuckett, in Verheyden 1999:975-976 ), Luke's writings represent a so-called "high" Christology of Jesus as the Messiah-Servant. However, Tuckett is not convinced by this argument. Grundmann (1956:113-133 ) and Cullmann ([1955 Cullmann ([ ] 1958 ) understood the concept of "sonship", expressed by the title Son of God as an idea that emanated from Jesus' relationship to God as his father (Vaterglaube Jesu) . Cullmann • Does the gospel tradition contain evidence of an integration of a royal messianology with the mystery religions? Royal messianology can occur in different variations. It was possible that "Christian scribes" (analogous to temple centred officials) connected the idea of a royal messiah figure with the ideals surrounding a high priestly figure. It was also possible that, in an apocalyptic context, the messiah was linked to a son of man figure who would introduce the end-time kingdom of God. In some circles scholars are of the opinion that early Jesus followers saw the ebed Jahweh concept as related to a "suffering messianic figure" who was the obedient "servant of God" (see Maurer 1953:1-38 ).
• Or, at this early stage of the development of the gospel tradition, with regard to the background of the title Son of God, was it possible that there was no witness to a royal messianology, but only references to the sonship idea taken over from the Graeco-Roman mystery religions?
• Or should the exegete rather look for traditions that attest to an early Israelite influence that developed into traditions influenced by a Hellenistic environment?
Digitised by the University of Pretoria, Library Services Hahn (1974:292-308) Bultmann [1949 Bultmann [ ] 1956 . In the Pauline writings this soteriological notion is central. "There can be no doubt as to where the centre of gravity of Paul's theology is to be found. It lies in the death and resurrection of Jesus" (Dunn 1998:208) . However, there is no evidence that such a soteriological notion could have been based on the sayings and deeds of Jesus (contra Dunn 1998:195) . The conclusion is that, in order to understand the context of earliest Christianity, it is necessary to explore the world of Hellenism (see Bultmann 1956:103-208 Hahn is of the opinion that one should not think of the cultic activities of these three groups as taking place in three different centres. One should also not think that the traditions that came from these cultic activities developed in chronological stages as though each represented a different time-span. This means that the names these groups used for Jesus should not be seen in isolation from one another. If Hahn chose the third option of a "development" from the Judean to a Hellenistic stage, the question is whether one could then say that there was no Hellenistic influence to be seen in the earliest Aramaic-Judean stage. It is, however, conceivable that the gospel tradition represented layers that were transmitted from the Aramaic-speaking scribes in Judea to the Gentile world (cf Hahn 1974:35) . Some ideas originated in a specific stage, while others developed through different stages. another exponent of the Scandinavian School, Knud Jeppesen (1994:158-163) shows in his work, "Then began men to call upon the name ofYahweh", that this tendency was not entirely successful. This can be seen in the Judean-Hellenistic document, The Book of Jubilees (cf also Joseph and Asenath -see Standartinger 1995 Standartinger , 1996 , where the mythological representation of God's interaction with human beings (especially regarding sexuality) recurs. An example in the Bible can be found in Genesis 6: 1-4.
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The aim of this mythology was to attribute divine status to specific heroic figures.
However, according to the conventional Israelite view no creature could have divine status (see Ex 20:3-5a). The reason for attempting to remove mythological elements was to protect the holiness of the transcendental God. If these elements would have remained, the implication would have been that heroic figures, such as the king, would have had divine status. For the emphasis to remain on the humanness of the king, his sonship of God could only be possible as a sonship by means of adoption by Jahweh. The question is, therefore, whether the "son of God" motif is to be found in the period of formative Judaism in a context where the concept of "royal messiah" was also known. Scholars such as Kilmmel (1934:129-130 ), Dalman ([1898 Dalman ([ ] 1902 and Bousset (1926:53-54) do not seem to think so. Hahn, however, does not agree. He admits that texts such as AethHen 105:2; IV Ezra 7:28; 13:32, 37, 52; 14:9 cannot be used in order to prove the point (Hahn 1974:285) . The relevant reference in AethHen does not occur in the oldest existing S.emitic fragment behind the Greek translation. The expression filius meus in IV Ezra does refer to a messianic figure, but, according to Hahn it is not connected with the "son of God" motif, but was originally related to the term abdi C'~.t7). According to • In the pre-Christian era Q 4 Florilegium can be regarded as evidence that the Qumran sect (or their Jerusalem predecessors) makes a connection between the concepts "son of God" and "royal messiah" (see Huntress 1935:117-123; cf Brownlee 195617:12-30, 195-210; Brown 1957:53-82) , The reference to the 514
Yolanda Dreyer "promise to David" in 2 Samuel 7: II f, 14a is connected with the coming of the zemah David (i'" nOT) (see Van der Woude 1957:43-45, 61-63, 96-98, 112-114, 169-171) . In this Qurnran text the "root of David" (i'" nOT) is identified with the "highpriestIy messiah" (Hahn 1974:285 note 6; cf Black 1966:4-11; Kuhn 1954/5: 168-179; Smith 1959:66-72 ). Important to this study is that the "root of David" refers to a "teacher of the Torah" (Erforscher der Tora). It can then be concluded that the concept "son of God" combined with "royal messiah", Digitised by the University of Pretoria, Library Services
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According to Hahn (1974:285) , 4 Q Flor 10-14 is evidence that a connection between the concept "royal messiah" and the concept "son of God" was made in the Judean environment (formative Judaism). This was not influenced by the later use of the term "son of God" in normative Judaism. In normative rabbinical (Talmudic) writings the term "son of God" was used with and without a connection to the theme of "royal messiah" in Psalm 2:7. Examples of evidence that the term "son of God" was used independently of the connection with "royal messiah" (as referred to in 1922-28:676-677; 1922-28:19-20 rsp) . A further example from the Qumran texts that the connection between the concept "son of God" and the concept "royal messiah" was known in the Judean environment, is 1 Q Samuel ILl!. In this text and in 2 Samuel 7: 11-14 the connection between "royal messiah" and "son of God" is not explicitly mentioned. However, the motif "son of God" appears within the framework of the tradition that people could be legitimated (adopted) as sons of God. This pertains to the notion of "messianic adoption ism" attested to in the Hebrew Scriptures. Therefore, these texts (1 Q Sam ILl 1 and 2 Sam 7:11-14) cannot be used as evidence that "son of God" was used as a title, independent of its connection with "royal messiah", in formative Judaism (see Hahn 1974:287) . Psalm 2:7 and 2 Samuel 7:11-14 are eschatological texts. They refer to the coming of an ideal Israelite king who will conquer the enemies of the people (Ps 2:7) and will maintain the Davidic dynasty in future (2 Sam 7:11-14).
Hahn's specific contribution to understanding the use of the title Son of God in the Judean-Hellenistic environment, is that this title should be interpreted "eschatologically". Hahn (1974:288) summarizes this "eschatological" viewpoint as follows: "Die Bezeichnung 'Gottessohn' ist urspriinglich ebenfalls auf Jesu endzeitliche Funktion angewandt worden" (Hahn 1974:288) . One can conclude that in formative Judaism (including the Jesus faction in Jerusalem) the designation Son of God was not an independent representation as it became in normative Judaism. In formative
Judaism it remained embedded within the concept of the royal messianology. In the earliest community of Jesus followers Son of God had an "eschatological" function.
Hahn proceeds to investigate the history of the transmission (Oberlieferungsgeschichte) of Son of God. His point of departure is the perspective of "eschatological messianology". He used the following texts:
• Luke 1:32-33 -"He will be great and will be called the Son of the Most High.
The Lord will give him the throne of his father David, and he will reign over the house of Jacob forever; his kingdom will never end. Jesus movement (Hahn 1974:289) . It is clear, however, that the expectation of the parousia was already beginning to fade into the background and the idea of the exalted Jesus was beginning to take its place (Hahn 1974 :290 -cf also Acts 17:31 where a parallel of the "Nebeneinanders von Auferstehung Jesu und eschatologischer Richtertiitigkeit" can be found (Hahn 1974:290) . • Son of David, which was associated with the futuristic messianic kingdom in a more Judean context, was now also applied to the pre-Easter Jesus within the framework of the so-called Zweistufenchristologie (see Rm 1 :3-4 -cf Schweizer 1957:11; Hahn 1974:251-253) ; from here onward Psalm 110:1 was linked to the theologoumenon of the exalted Christ (Hahn 1974:291 Hahn (1974:295-308 is Israelite territory, whereas the Decapolis is Gentile territory. Capemaum is the location of a synagogue and the house belonging to Peter, Andrew and the sons of Zebedee (v 23, 29) . Reference to a synagogue is an indication of scribal activity. Jesus is portrayed as a teacher (rabbi/ypcq.l~aTEu5) whose authority (charismatic) opposes the authority of other ypa~~aTil5 (v 22). Gerasa was a centre of Roman power, symbolized by the name Legion (see Myers [1988 Myers [ ] 1992 . In both stories unacceptability according to HTS 57(1&1) 1001
